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attribute to be objectively in the understanding, and secondly, that
what I speak of is the idea, which at no time exists outside the mind,
and in the case of which ' objective existence' is indistinguishable
from being in the understanding in that way in which objects are wont
to be there. Thus, for example, if someone asks what feature in the
sun's existence it is to exist in my mind, it will be quite right to
reply that this is a merely extrinsic attribute which affects it, and
to wit, one which determines an operation of the mind in the mode
due to the object. But if the question be, what the idea of the
sun is, and the reply is given, that it is the object thought of in
so far as that exists objectively in the understanding, he will not
understand that it is the sun itself, in so far as that extrinsic
attribute is in it; neither will objective existence in the understanding
here signify that the mind's operation is here determined in the mode
due to an object, but that it is in the mind in the way in which
objects are wont to exist there. Hence the idea of the sun will
be the sun itself existing in the mind, not indeed formally, as it
exists in the sky, but objectively, i.e. in the way in which objects
are wont to exist in the mind; and this mode of being is truly
much less perfect than that in which things exist outside the
mind, but it is not on that account mere nothing, as I have
already said.

When this learned theologian talks of equivocation, I think that
by this he means to warn me, and prevent me from forgetting that
which I have this moment mentioned. For, firstly, he says that a
thing existing in the mind through an idea, is not an actual entity,
i.e. is nothing situated outside the intellect; and this is true.
Secondly he says that it is not anything fictitious or an entity of
reason, but something real which is distinctly conceived; by which
words lie admits all I have assumed. Yet he adds, because it is
merely conceived and is nothing actual (i.e. because it is merely an
idea, and nothing situated outside the mind), it may be indeed
conceived, but by no means caused1; i.e. it does not require a cause
in order to exist outside the mind. Agreed; but it does require
a cause to make it be conceived, and it is of this cause alone that
the question here is raised. Thus, if anyone has in his mind the
idea of any machine showing high skill in its construction, it is
certainly quite reasonable to ask what is the cause of that idea;
and it is not sufficient to answer that the idea is nothing outside
the mind, and hence can have no cause, but can merely be con-

1 Cf. p. 3, par. 3.